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Abstract 

This paper presents an overview and discussion of a course based remediation model developed to enhance student learning 
and increased retention based on literature. This model focuses on course structure and course delivery in a compressed semester 
format. A comparative analysis was applied to a pilot study of students enrolled in a course utilizing the remediation model to evaluate 
its effectiveness. 

Retention is probably the single most important issue facing education professionals at the post-secondary level, 
regardless of the type of school they are in... And it is notjust an issue for individual schools - it is an issue for society as 
a whole as well. (Isaac, 2008, p.2) 

Introduction 

The retention of students at postsecondary institutions has been a pressing concern for decades. Over the past 30 years, attrition 
rates in post-secondary institutions have remained at an alarming 30-40% throughout North America (Fisher & Engemann, 2009, p. 2). 
In Ontario Colleges of Applied Arts and Technology, attrition following the first year of studies is higher than that of other provinces in 
Canada (Lopez-Rabson & McCloy, 2013, p. 5). Statistics vary between Ontario colleges; however, approximately 27 to 46 percent of 
students fail to persist to graduation afterthe first year (Fisher & Engemann, 2009; Lopez-Rabson & McCloy, 2013, p. 5). It is inarguable 
that the retention of students is a priority, as graduation rates are an integral component in sustaining an institution’s stability and 
reputation and maintain vast benefits for students and society as a whole (Marshall, 2008). 

The retention of students at colleges has grave social and economic consequences. From the perspective of the institution, 
remediation is financially beneficial as the cost of recruiting new students are higher than those associated with retaining existing 
students, and retention is necessary to maintain existing programs (Fike & Fike, 2008; Fisher & Engemann, 2009). Based on their 
research, Fisher and Engemann (2009) suggest that, on average, institutions face a loss of $4,000 to $6,000 annually per student who 
does not proceed in their program (p. 5). Furthermore, colleges have a responsibility to support and provide academic assistance to 
ensure the success of the students they admit. The success of students within the institution and following in the workplace can be used 
as a measure of overall effectiveness and in turn college standing. From the perspective of the student, graduation provides increased 
access to opportunities and resources, which may in turn result in an improved socio-economic status and standard of living. 

Combined, these factors have larger social implications. Oudenhoven (2002) argues that, “Remediation... is the solution to meeting the 
educational needs of large numbers of students who might otherwise never become productive members of a society that desperately 
needs their contributions” (p. 37). While colleges and students have the same interests and intentions, to ensure student success and 
the completion of program requirements, a significant number of students fail to graduate. Consequently, issues surrounding retention 
and remediation at colleges must be addressed. 

The intent of this paper is to examine a model for remediation at Centennial College that focuses on the enhancement of student 
engagement and success. The Centennial College Course Recovery^ CCCR) model is course-based and developed in consideration 
of best practices in teaching and learning, as identified in the literature, as well as institutional need, established through document 
analysis and statistical data. Data from a pilot study exploring the effectiveness of the CCCR model based on the perceptions and 
experiences offaculty and students will be discussed. 

Theoretical Perspectives 

Much of the research and literature on retention focuses on why students drop outfrom their programs of study. In the literature, a 
number of delivery models and programs have been reviewed and identified as effective. There has been a consistent 
recommendation to embed remedial education into the standard curriculum or program of study to make the learning more applicable 




and meaningful to students (Hoyt, 1999; Oudenhoven, 2002). To support this proposal, it was noted that remedial learning in isolation 
had the least long-term benefits (Oudenhoven, 2002). As such, remediation programs should be customized to meet the needs and 
demands of its students, with on-going studies and evaluations, to determine their effectiveness (Fike & Fike, 2008). 

Research demonstrates that approximately 60 percent ofthe population in need of remediation consists of students who are 
admitted directly out of high school, while the remaining 40 percent is made up of mature students (Ignash, 1997; Oudenhoven, 2002). 
Students entering college immediately after high school may be underprepared, as they did not develop the necessary skills to be 
successful in a post-secondary educational setting. Likewise, those who are mature, attempting to change careers, upgrade, or to 
obtain a diploma for the first time may not have established study skills or may be unaccustomed to structured learning. Additionally, 
some remedial students may have unidentified learning disabilities or mental health issues (Oudenhoven, 2002). Adelman (1996) 
suggests that while the number of students who need remediation has not changed, increasing admission numbers into colleges and a 
growth in students whose first language is not English has resulted in increased demand for remedial education. Colleges maintain an 
“open-door policy” where they enroll a greater diversity of students. They are more affordable, more flexible, and more accessible. As 
such, these institutions often serve mature students, those from lower socioeconomic backgrounds, minority students, and students with 
diverse language proficiencies (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005; Shults, 2000). These factors may contribute to high attrition rates within 
colleges. 

A number of researchers (Andre & Carpenter, 1997; Braxton, 1997; Calder & Gordon, 1996; Dietche, 1990; Drea, 2004; Gomme & 
Gilbert, 1984; Grayson & Grayson, 2003; McClenney & Marti, 2006; Noel, Levitz, & Saluri, 1985; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1977; Seymour 
& Hewitt, 1997) who have dominated the scholarship on retention support Tinto’s Student Integration Model (Figure 1), which 
emphasizes the importance of integrating students into an institution, both academically and socially. In his work, Tinto (1993) explains, 
“given individual characteristics, prior experiences, and commitments, it is the individual’s integration into the academic and social 
systems ofthe college that most directly relates to his continuance in that college” (p. 96). To elaborate on Tinto’s (1975) perspective, 
individuals possess a number of attributes such as skills, attitudes, knowledge, abilities, family background and prior education that 
influences their goals. When these goals interact and the student develops a sense of connection to the educational institution 
academically and socially, then the student persists and successfully completes his or her program of study. Fisher and Engemann 
(2009) reinforce Tinto’s theory by stating that when students are involved and integrated into a postsecondary institution, the chances 
are greater for students to remain enrolled at that institution. Tinto also stresses the importance of positive interactions between faculty 
and students as one ofthe critical steps in retention. Drea (2004) concurs that “students will be successful when there is a genuine 
interest in student life by faculty and staff, the building of learning communities to help students integrate” (p.4). 

Figure 1: Student Integration Model (based on Tinto, 1975,1993) 
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Source: Marshall, C. (2008). The school of language and liberal arts writing program and retention at Fanshawe. College 
Quarterly, 11 (2), 1-26. 

Similarly, Astin’s Theory of Involvement (1984) focuses on patterns of engagement exhibited by students who have successfully 
completed their study. According to Astin (1984), students who are involved and connected to their institution are most likely to persist 
and graduate. Involvement can be described from an academic and co-curricular perspective, where students are active participants in 


their program and college life (Noel-Levitz Retention Codification, 2008). In addition to being involved, it is necessary that students can 
relate to their peers, faculty and staff alongside institutional values and to see themselves as valuable contributors to the college 
community. These factors, in turn, increase the likelihood of completing their program of study. 

A more comprehensive and integrated model for studying student retention was proposed by Terenzini and Reason (2005). 
TheirComprehens/Ve Model of Influences on Student Learning and Persistence( Figure 2) expands on Tinto’s Student Integration 
Model (1975) and Asti n’s Theory of Involvement (1984). The framework emphasizes four sets of influences that are directly related to 
student success: 1) student precollege characteristics and experiences; 2) the organizational context; 3) the student peer environment; 
and 4) the individual student experience. Terenzini and Reason’s (2005) framework proposes that, 

Students come to college with a variety of personal, academic, and social background characteristics and experiences 
that both prepare and dispose them, to varying degrees, to engage with the formal and informal learning opportunities. 

These pre-college characteristics shape students’ subsequent college experiences through their interactions with 
institutional and peer environments. (Reason, 2009, p. 662) 

The college experience includes three sets of primary influences: the institution’s internal organizational context, the peer 
environment, and, ultimately, students’ individual experiences. When the pre-college and college experiences interact successfully, 
students persist and graduate. 

Figure 2: A Comprehensive Model of Influences on Student Learning and Persistence (adapted from Terenzini and Reason, 2005) 



Source: Reason, R. D. (2009). An examination of persistence research through the lens of a comprehensive conceptual 
framework .Journal of College Student Development, 50(6), 659-682. 

Research and literature on remedial education also focuses on courses aimed to improve reading, writing, and mathematical skills 
of students at community colleges. Levin and Koski (1998) identify the following necessary components in successful remediation 
courses: 


• motivation - building on student interests 

• substance - connecting knowledge to real world 

• inquiry - focus on the development of inquiry and research skills 

• independence - encourage development of ideas, applications, and understandings 

• multiple approaches - use collaboration and team work, technology, and tutoring 

• high standards - set high standards 

• problem solving - determine what needs to be learned and give appropriate resources and supports 

• connectedness - emphasize connections between subjects and experiences 

• supportive context- recognize that learning is a social activity that requires social interaction, encouragement, and 
support (In Levin & Calcagno, 2008, p. 186) 





Levin and Koski’s (1998) model is supported by McCabe and Day (1998) who argue that students need to learn how to problem 
solve, think critically, and engage in analysis. Boylan (1999) suggests that alternative teaching and learning be used in remedial 
courses, such as learning communities, collaborative learning, seminars, and critical thinking strategies. 

Remediation Strategies at Centennial College 

Centennial College, like many other Ontario colleges, has a number of remediation programs, including Foundations programs, 
General Arts and Science programs, Pre-Health, Career and College Transition, and Credit Recovery Programs, among others which 
are specifically focused on academic under preparedness. Even with its best efforts, the College recognizes that attrition rate for the 
most part remains unchanged. This is evidenced in the attrition rate reported for 2011 at 38.7% (2011-2012 Multi-Year Accountability 
Agreement (MYAA) Report Back) and for 2012 at 39.2% (Centennial College, 2013). With the intention of increasing student retention 
and improving college engagement and experience, Centennial College has undertaken an initiative to implement a course-based 
remediation model that focuses on student learning needs. 

The framework was developed in consideration of existing research in remedial education at the post-secondary level, effective 
practices in teaching and learning, and student needs within Centennial College. Research based recommendations for effective 
remediation propose that programs be focused in subject area courses (Hoyt, 1999; Oudenhoven, 2002; Shults, 2000) with flexible 
assessments and small class sizes (Shults, 2000). The small class model is also conducive to community oriented and collaborative 
pedagogies, which have been shown to increase motivation and engagement, especially for students who are at-risk of failure (Bailey 
& Alfonso, 2005; Levin & Calcagno, 2008; Levin & Koski, 1998; Taylor, Moore, MacGregor, Limbald, 2003). Teaching and learning 
strategies center on application-based strategies that build on interest, are relevant, and meaningful to the students (Levin & Calcagno, 
2008). Moreover, for long-term benefits, the remediation course fosters the development of study habits and skills as well as 
advisement and consultation with faculty (Bailey & Alfonso, 2005; Hoyt, 1999; Lopez-Rabson & McCloy, 2013; Statistics Canada, 
2008). 

The CCCR is course based and focuses on the following: 

• core concepts within a course 

• student needs and strengths based on advisement and needs assessment 

• building of study habits and skills 

• application-based teaching methods 

• collaborative community-based learning 

• alternative assessments that are application-based and relevant to student lives 

• faculty advisement 

• shorter in duration than a semester length course 

• cost efficient with eligibility for financial assistance 

• characteristics of the faculty 

An Overview of the Centennial College Course Recovery Model 

All students enrolled in the remediation course will have persisted in one of the program courses but failed. The remediation will 
have no more than 15 students registered per session. The course will be offered for a duration of six weeks, with three hours of class 
time per week (18 hours in class). Attendance is mandatory in order to successfully complete the course, with students required to 
consent to an attendance contract (Figure 3). 

Each week, an essential area focused on core concepts in the course will be assessed in a group format to determine the level of 
understanding and to drive instruction. Instruction will aim to coverthe gap between the existing knowledge ofthe students and the 
learning outcomes ofthe course. Following that, students will engage in group work to reinforce the newly learned concepts through 
application-based activities connecting the learning to real life. During this time, the faculty will circulate between groups to provide 
feedback, support, and engage with students, asking critical and analytical questions to extend students’ thinking. Additionally, each 
week students will complete an individual assignment, to illustrate their mastery ofthe core concepts. 




The primary goal in the social interactions within the class will be to establish a collaborative learning community to increase 
engagement and motivation. Faculty will meet individually with the students at least twice per semester, initially to establish individual 
needs and strengths of the students as well as learning preferences and to identify short and long-term goals. Faculty will follow up with 
the students and evaluate progress, formally and informally, throughout the six weeks. A final individual meeting with faculty will be 
held to advise the students on their progress and future directions. 


Figure 3: Centennial College Course Recovery Model 
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Source: Developed by Gajewski, A., Lucas, P., Mather, M., and Purdy, J. (2014) 

The RNED129 Course Pilot: Methodology and Findings 

The course based remediation model was piloted in fall 2014 in the area of General Education (GNED) studies. Presently, when 
students fail a required 42-hour GNED course, they are expected to retake it, which, in turn, impedes their program completion. This 
remediation model was piloted in an Introduction to Psychology course, which is a required course in the community services and 
health care program. This course was selected for the pilot because of its relatively high rate of attrition. In the fall of 2013,15% of 
students persisted but failed, 24% dropped out, resulting in a 39% total attrition rate. Data for the winter2014 semester is comparable, 
with 13% of students who persisted but failed, 17% dropped out, fora total attrition rate of 30%. Based on the data collected, the 
Introduction to Psychology (GNED129) course was selected for the pilot study. 

In order to investigate the effectiveness of the Remediation Model on student learning and experience, data were collected from 
two cohorts of students enrolled in the pilot Remediation Introduction to Psychology (RNED129) course. A total of 17 students were 
purposively selected for the study, with twelve males and five females. The aim of the study was to gain insights on the individualized 
perspectives and learning experiences of the students near completion of the course. A qualitative methodology, consisting of a focus 
group interview and a written survey, was used with the intention of collecting rich descriptive data. The faculty teaching the course was 
also interviewed to allow for a comparison between student and faculty experiences and perceptions. 

Nine students engaged in a semi-structured focus group interview, spanning a duration of approximately one hour, with prepared 
questions that allowed for expansion or redirection based on participant responses. It is believed that the focus group methodology 
concedes a collective opinion with the opportunity for individualized input. Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2007) suggest that, 
“participants interact with each other rather than with the interviewer, such that the views of the participants can emerge - the 
participants’ ratherthan the researcher’s agenda can predominate. It is from the interaction of the group that the data emerge” (p. 376). 
The focus group session took place in the students’ classroom during scheduled class time. The faculty member was not present 
during the interview. Anonymity of the students was maintained, as students were not asked to identify themselves prior to speaking. 

A second cohort of students enrolled in the RNED129 course was sampled, with eight participants. Students were asked to 
complete a cross-sectional descriptive survey during their scheduled class time, near the end of the course term. A Likert scale was 
used to determine students’ views, with opportunity for expansion on each question. The survey was structured in an open-ended 
format to elicit exploration, where themes could be identified without diminishing the individual experiences and perspectives of 
participants (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007). 
































A constant comparison method was used to analyze data, drawing on emerging themes. Data were compared with the aims and 
objectives of the CCCR model to determine its effects on student learning and experiences. Two major categories developed from the 
data analysis: course structure and course delivery. Course structure includes class size, shortened semester length, faculty advising, 
and emphasis on core concepts. Course delivery includes teaching pedagogy, assessments based on student needs and faculty 
qualities. 

Most of the students indicated that they were unsuccessful when initially taking GNED129 due to the lecture based pedagogy, the 
large class sizes, which did not allow for one-on-one interaction between faculty and students, requirement for memorization of core 
concepts and recollection on multiple choice assessments, and overall lack of comprehension. Based on their accounts, these factors 
combined prevented students from completing the course. Data from the faculty interview paralleled student reports. In addition, the 
faculty claimed that in GNED129, students are required to independently apply complex concepts with minimal support or guidance. 

Participants reported that the structure and delivery of RNED129 addressed their needs and enhanced their learning experiences, 
aiding them to successfully complete the course. Small class sizes allowed for extensive one-on-one interaction and faculty support. 
Students reported that the faculty was able to focus on their individualized strengths and needs to foster their learning. Moreover, 
students indicated that the focus on one main topic/concept per class, followed by application (guided practice) prior to an independent 
assessment, increased comprehension. To reinforce learning needs and goal setting, students valued the faculty advisement sessions, 
as they felt that the faculty had a vested interest in their success. The faculty, on the other hand, stated that while the advisement 
sessions were beneficial at discussing student progress, they did not incorporate any personal factors that could be impacting student 
learning. The shortened semester reinforced the concepts covered in GNED129, motivating students to attend and participate. All of the 
participants believed that six weeks were sufficient to repeat the course, allowing them to manage their workload. The shorter course 
length also resulted in decreased tuition fees, which with Ontario Student Assistance Program (OSAP) eligibility, alleviating financial 
burden. 

Participants primarily attributed theirsuccess in RNED129 to the delivery methods utilized in the course. The focus of the CCCR 
model is on community-based experiential/application learning and student engagement. Core concepts were taught using real life 
examples, building on the prior knowledge. Students reported significant benefits from the group sessions, where they were required to 
share and apply concepts through assignments or activities grounded in problem solving and connections to their personal or 
professional lives. They indicated that the peer learning promoted a deeper understanding due to its collaborative and interactive 
nature. Students were able to brainstorm ideas, make connections, provide peer guidance, and increase motivation and accountability. 
The faculty indicated that she was able to assign students tasks thatwere more challenging than those completed in GNED129, with 
most students being highly successful on both group and independent tasks due to the amount of time spent on application in class 
within a group setting. Consequently, the focus on application, as opposed to rote learning, traditionally used in courses, increased 
comprehension and student retention. 

RNED129 applied three modes of assessment: diagnostic, formative, and summative. The faculty reported that student learning 
was enhanced due to the use of diagnostic assessments, where she was able to gain information and draw on the prior knowledge of 
the students. In identifying student strengths and weaknesses on the weekly topics, she was able to emphasize on specific content, 
thus addressing student needs. Formative assessment was ongoing throughoutthe course, consisting of dialogue between faculty and 
students. Students stated that they appreciated the immediate feedback and elaboration on the topic, as the faculty circulated and 
conferenced with students during the group sessions. This approach was identified by participants as contributing to their success on 
independent tasks and assignments. The culminating task in the course encompassed all concepts learned over the six week period. 
Students felt confident and were successful in its completion, many suggesting that it reinforced their learning. 

A consistent theme thatemerged from the data was the importance of the characteristics offaculty. Students repeatedly 
commented on the caring, patient, and supportive nature of the faculty. They believed that the faculty was genuinely concerned and 
dedicated to theirsuccess. Interview with the faculty revealed the need for faculty to be flexible, knowledgeable in the subject area, 
interactive, and supportive, as they must adapt and accommodate teaching to the individual needs of the students. 

Discussion, Implication, and Conclusions 


Student attrition in Ontario colleges is an area that is currently underrepresented in the literature. Despite the high costs of attrition, 



to both institutions and students, retention is one of the least understood issues facing post-secondary education. Institutions in higher 
education have made efforts to address this problem; however due to its complexity, attrition rates remain alarmingly high (DeRemer, 
2002), especially within the province of Ontario. According to the findings presented by the Higher Education Quality Council of 
Ontario, “In the GTA, college graduation rates vary widely, from 54 to 73 percent” (Lopez-Rabson & McCloy, 2013, p. 5). Consequently, 
a high number of students leave prior to graduation. 

In the province of Ontario, studies show reasons for leaving vary, with 51.8 percent of students attributing their decision to 
institutional factors, 41 percent report dissatisfaction with their program, 27 percent report problems with time management, 26 percent 
identify disconnection from the college, and 26 percent achieve low grades (Lopez-Rabson & McCloy, 2013, p. 3, p. 22). Moreover, 
Fisher and Engemann (2009) found that the factors most influential in student decisions to leave their studies were academic under 
preparedness and low levels of student engagement with the institution (p. 4). In summary, the literature shows that students who leave 
face academic and social barriers. In response, the CCCR model strives to address both academic and social factors, at the course 
level, by incorporating measures for student success. This section presents a discussion of the comparative analysis of findings 
between student and faculty experiences and perceptions in the RNED129 course structured and delivered based on the CCCR 
model. 

Literature on attrition at the post-secondary level suggests that low student to faculty ratios (Maggio, White, Molstad, & Kher, 2005) 
and modularized or compressed courses (Rutschow & Schneider, 2011) correlate with the greatest degree of success for students in 
remedial programs. The CCCR model is structured to ensure class sizes remain small, with a maximum of 15 students. This allows for 
increased individualized interactions between faculty and students and it permits a community environment, where students can 
participate in peer-based learning. Such a course structure enhances student engagement and motivation, as students believe that 
they are valuable and active contributors in the classroom. The rational for the course structure is reflected in the data collected from 
the pilot study in the RNED129 course. One student stated: “Fewer students, the teacher can focus more one-on-one in smaller groups 
instead of focusing on fifty students. Everyone has a chance to understand more, instead of saying, ‘Here is the information.’” 

Advisement was also critical to the course structure in the Remediation Model, as literature suggests that students who interact 
with their teachers are more likely to succeed and achieve academically. Where teachers engage in regular discussions about course 
progress and goal settings with students, students believe that the teacher is taking an active interest in their education (Tinto, Russo, & 
Stephanie, 1994). In the RNED129 pilot, while the advisement sessions were implemented, the challenge was thatthe faculty held the 
advisement meetings during class time while students completed group work and focused solely on learning objectives. In an 
interview, the faculty reported, 

I think that they could have been more beneficial; I think that maybe next time I will spend more time alone rather than 
pulling them out during a session... It is notjust learning strategies. I mean, the one student I lost, I didn’t know he had 
all these family things going on... maybe I could have done something differently. 

The students however, found the advisement sessions to be beneficial as they were able to discuss their progress in the course. 

Literature on attrition and remediation suggests that student engagement and a sense of connection to the institution are 
instrumental in academic achievement and success (Astin, 1984; Dietche, 1990; Drea, 2004; Fisher & Engemann, 2009; Levin and 
Koski, 1998; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1977; Terenzini & Reason, 2005; Tinto, 1975, 1993). The focus of the CCCR model development 
prioritized collaborative peer learning and application of content to real world and student interests, the benefits of which are 
emphasized by a student who commented, “It’s easier to do our work and once we are doing our work it just clicks in our heads 
because she has connected it to real life experiences.” The goal of the remediation course was to foster student engagement and a 
sense of connection to the class community and the college — an important component of engagement is collaboration with peers. 
Numerous scholars have identified the importance of social learning to student success, including a supportive environment 
(Chickering, 1969; Levin & Calcagno, 2008; Levin & Koski, 1998; Marshall, 2008; Milem & Berger, 1997; Tinto, 1975,1993). Levin and 
Koski (1998) propose that learning is a social activity which requires dialogue and interaction. In the process of acquiring content- 
based material, students are honing communication skills and the ability to work with others. Working with peers, offers students a 
sense of connection to their group, the class, and their education. In turn, this increases motivation and establishes accountability. Data 
from the RNED129 course study demonstrate the value of a shared learning community, as students consistently communicated their 
preference for peer-based collaboration. In the focus group session, the building of relationships and sense of community was a 



significant factor in student success. A student stated, “Maybe today’s topic, I understand it but he doesn’t understand it so I can help 
him and other people that (don’t) understand” and another concurs, “In bigger classes when you work individually, no one ever says 
they don’t understand... but when you work in a group you can actually tell the person you don’t understand, you feel more comfortable 
to ask questions.” 

The effectiveness of peer-based learning was also evident in the assessments utilized in the RNED129 course. Assessments were 
ongoing; they were used to evaluate student learning and to inform instruction. Each week the faculty would engage students in a 
diagnostic assessment to determine student needs and their level of understanding of the subject. As suggested by Levin and 
Calcagno (2008), in remedial courses it is critical for faculty to determine gaps in learning, selecting the most appropriate teaching 
strategies to support student success. Students would complete a group assignment, where they were required to apply concepts 
learned that week. Immediate feedback was provided to the students and errors or omissions were corrected. As a result, students 
gained a deeper understanding and were then able to apply their learning to new problems or tasks in an individual assessment. One 
student reported, 

When I’m here I know what’s going on, I can get all my papers and assignments I get it handed to me right then and 
there and when I come to the next class my updated mark is written on my paper. 

Students were required to master a subject before moving on to the following week’s material. Bloom (1968) suggests that such an 
approach is effective for remedial students, as it allows for consistent reinforcement of concepts (cited in Boyan and Saxon). 

Students discussed the benefit of alternative assessments to their learning. One student reported, “I find with tests pretty much 
you’re cramming all the information in to write the test as soon as you write the test you forget it;... but when you do assignments, it’s 
always in your head.” Consequently, students were able to complete assignments that were deemed to be more difficult than those 
completed in GNED129, as indicated by the faculty, “We did several case studies... the assessments were perhaps even at a higher 
level than some GNED 129 because there were no regurgitation questions,... [they had to] know the concept apply the concept [to] the 
problems.” The structures of the assessments set students up for success. Students developed an understanding of the content, they 
felt a sense of connection to the faculty and their classmates, and they were interested in the topics; thus students were confident, 
motivated, and actively engaged in the learning. 

The CCCR model recognizes that the faculty characteristics are integral to student success in their teaching and influence how 
they interact with their students, set expectations, advise, support and encourage their learning. If faculty create an environment where 
students believe that they can succeed, then students are most likely to persist and do well in their education (Levin & Calcagno, 2008; 
Saret, 2014). In the RNED 129 course, participants spoke highly of theirfaculty. They believed that she exhibited a caring, patient and 
supportive attitude by being flexible, adaptable, and accommodating to students’ different learning styles. Such faculty characteristics 
are instrumental in a remediation course, fostering motivation and student engagement. A participant indicated, 

The way the teacher taught, her style was great. There are different types of learners, I was a visual learner; she had lots 
of stuff on the board, it was good. She also cared because she made sure that we understood the lesson. 

Noel, Levitz, & Saluri (1985) emphasized that this kind of caring attitude is central to student success and retention. 

In conclusion, the pilot studies in the RNED 129 demonstrate that remediation courses should focus on structure and delivery, as 
these components are fundamental to student success and course completion. This recommendation is based on the completion rate 
of 98% in the two pilot courses. The CCCR model is one approach to addressing the pressing concern of attrition in Ontario colleges. 
This model could be applied in core courses in any program of study for students who are unsuccessful. It assists students in 
successful completion of the core requirements and motivates them to continue their education. However, further research is required 
to determine the long-term value of the CCCR model on student success and retention within their program. Regardless, remediation 
strategies or programs that are student centered, focused on student needs, and those that foster an engaging learning environment 
are pivotal to student success. As emphasized by Noel, Levitz, & Saluri (1985), 


The more students learn, the more they sense they are finding and developing a talent, the more likely they are to 
persist; and then we get student success, satisfaction, and learning together, persistence is the outcome. Reenrollment 



or retention is not then the goal; retention is the result or by-product of improved programs and services in our 
classrooms and elsewhere on campus that contribute to student success, (p.1. In Marshall, 2008, p. 3) 
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